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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

“NPRM"), reléased Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

W\t Y.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposgls discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from ‘
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such 'E
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their

values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints tb shape their programming. The First

Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dnctatlng what viewpoints a broadcaster, ;
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. |

(2) ,..1 The FCC must not turn gvery radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone have
rlghts to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster

- conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery ;

mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and

constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5 - Many Chrlstlan broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eleciricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the |
public interest. ‘

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above. [
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed AI: ir LROOM

“NPRM), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

{1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has

- rights to air time. -Proposed-public-aceess-requirements would do se—even-if a religious-breadeaster -~ —— -
conscientiously objects to the message, The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain.classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount o coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is ofien a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Natice of Proposed Rijlema
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. '8‘%'2&’1 LROOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peopie who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foliow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

()] The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pubfic forum where anyone and everyoné has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religibus broadcaster

conscientiously abjects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

“4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

®) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further testricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

| urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
Sincerely,

Michaelene Larson
1855 Pilgrim Street SE
Salem, OR 97302

Cc: U.S. Senator Gordon Smith
U.S. Senator Ron Wyden
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment

REGEWED & INSPECTED |

APR 2 5 2008

LFEE-AIROOM |

rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1)

people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposal

The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

s would impose such

unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

particularly a,,rellglous broadcaster, mgst present.

LY v“

o
'(2) “Tihe FEGIMuSE néﬁturn eﬁ?ery ‘radjo station into a public forum where ‘anyol

ne and everyone has

rightsie Hir tifhe. RTopoSedpublic actessTaquirements would do $o — eveh if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery

mandates on any religion,

3)

The FCC must not force revelation of specnf ic editorial decision-making information. The choice

of programming, e§pec1ally religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on

constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4)

The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain

licensees would be.

automaucallybarred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory spemal renewal

review ofeertain.¢lasses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amou

nt to coercion of

religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they

cofrespond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal

(5)

proceedings.

Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular

stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the

public interest.

We urge- the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakiflg (the “NPRM")
released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC-MNLP‘OOM

| wish to express my intense feelings about your proposed rule changes. | RESENT how these rule changes could
adversely affect my current radio station. | listen CONSTANTLY and know of others who do also. This stafion is a
powerful AID in helping me to maintain perspective in this life in order to SURVIVE. Perspective is getting ever
increasingly more difficult to maintain today as intense negative influences consistently squeeze my finances and
emotions. PLEASE do not add to already suffocating effects by imposing your proposed rules on my SUPPORTIVE K-
LOVE sadio stafion!!!i!li! This station pours out messages of HOPE all over my community and country. Tell me, how
often can one hear ENCOURAGING messages of HOPE and LOVE these days?7?7???72 My station reliés on finances
coming in ffom the listeners and can not survive costly additions added by your proposed rule changes.

No. 04:233

To require “Community Advisory Boards™is-absurd:-ONE-Board tooversee what-is+best-forthe-majority-of the~ ———————— -- —
population? This is FREEDOM of RIGHTS? HAH! REALITY CHECK PLEEEEEEEEEESE!ININ Any new FCC rules,

policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if !

enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted! . :

&) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who
do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board propbsals would impose such unconstitutional
mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their values could face increased
harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing o follow their own consciences, rather than allowing
incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

@ The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to air
time. Proposed public access requirements would do so —~ even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to the
message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery mandates on any religion.

3) . The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and proposals to
force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial
choices.

“ The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be automatically
barred front routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes

of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay

true to their consciences and present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and ;
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings. i

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations.
Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller
" “marketbroadcasters, byssubstentiallyraising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on
the%irind, (b) by furthér réstriéting riain-studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks —arid curtailedsérvice is contrary to the public interest.

We ‘% the FCC %tto adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in regponse to the Localism Notice of Proposed qb@@thﬁéLROOM
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their | ,
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own !
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First

Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has

rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster .
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message dehvery i
mandates on any religion.

3) - The FCC must not force revelation of specn" ¢ editorial decision-making information. The chonce
of programming, espeCIaIIy religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constltutlonally-protected editorial choices. :

(4) "7 " The FCC-must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatlcally barred from routine renewal application procgssing. The propesed mandatory special renewal
¥ " review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and pote_ntially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
publlc interest.

: ’mmrgé the FCC*fo? tr‘to ado __pt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ruldnf
“NPRM"), released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from !
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such i
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery

mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of prégramming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4).- The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
aufomafi caHy barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory specual renewal i
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond fo their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) ‘Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in twé ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the

public interest.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposéd-Rulemaking-dhe—————I
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposais discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must not be adopted.

)] The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board propesals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosmg to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming, The First ’
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specnf' c editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. =«

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be’
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes.of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
rellglous broadcasters. “Fhose who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to thelr bellefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) : Mamy Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requmng
staff pfesence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Ralsmg ‘cpsts with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
‘public interest.

We.urge the-FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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submit the' following cdmments in response to the Ldcalisn Notice of Propdsed Eéﬁ'@ki#,ﬁhe ,
“NPRM"), releas?d J?n, 3412008- IJ'Ib MB,.POCket No. 04'233 ®. . M E L IL

proposals discussed in_‘t,he‘_Nl?RM,ciLf' e?éi,gteq; wgq}d,qb so —and musi not be égqpl'té'g. i

st Ty e

" Any new FCC rules, policiés of prodedures muyst not violate Firéi’A:riﬁgpﬂment {r‘i.g'hts.t "A'ntimber of
! ]
Q) Thé FET must hot f6rce raidio stitiohs, ‘espédially religious broadeasters o tie advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such

unconstitutional maridates. “Religious ﬁfoadcqsters who resist advice from those who don’t share their

values could fice increased harassment, compidirits and éven I68s°of licerise for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape théir programming. The First IR
Amendment prohibits government; incltiding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2 The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
- ---rightsto airtime. "Propesed-puBlic-accessTequirenentswould-doso= even if a religious broadcaster .
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. , , 1

(3) The FCC must not force révélatign_ of specific editorial :decisiory-makin'g information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and .
proposals to forcé reporting on such things'as who produced wht programs Would intrude on T
constitutionally-protectérd editorial choi?e% s & R N

(4) The FCG miréf riSt &&tablish's two:tisred ferieival systein ih which cértain licenseds would be
automatically barred from routine renewal applicfatigp‘qroces:sing. The proposed mandatory special renewal

review of certain classes of applicants By the Commissiohers themselves wojld amoung to cogrcipn of :

refigious broadcasters. Thdsé who stdy tiue o their'corisciencés and prasent only the messages t ey
cprre,spopd to their bxgl,i;efg cou{d_ faqe_lo,r}g, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) ' " Many Chiistian broaticasters bperate on tight budgets, as'do many smaller market sécufar
statiops. \Keg(aping_ the, glectricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further_ . s
squeeze nicl]g and ;:tﬁajlgr,marlge&pgngiaas;ers, by,sut;ﬁan,tially.raislpg costs in two ways: (a) by requiring ;
staff preésence whenever a ‘station is ‘on thé*air and;"(6) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. .

e.the FCC Z’t%:pt rulgs, procedures or policies discussed above.,
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaki @I@
*NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ® Mail Hoom

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously 6bjects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

()] The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of gertain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further -
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above,
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Received &”Inspectéd

Comments in Response to Lotalism:Notice of Proposed Rufemakin
VB Docist No. 0Lzt ‘ P v PR 2570

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulerﬁ: Qi@ M@" Room
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

1§} The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, fo take advice from ;
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such i
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their |
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own ‘
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadeaster, must present. |

2 The FCC must net turn every radio stalion into a public forum where anyone and everyone has (
rights to airtime. Propased public acééss requiretrients would da so — even if a religious broadcaster !
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery ‘
mandates on any religiorn.

) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice ‘
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who preduced what programs would intrude on g
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. i

@ The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be ;
automatically barred from routifie renewal application processing. The proposed miandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true o their consciences and present only the messages they
correspand to their beliefs ¢ould face lung, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal praceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further ‘
squeeze niche and smaller market broadeasters, by substantially raising costs in fwo ways: (a) by requiring 1
staff presence whenever a stafian is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices. f
Raising costs with these proposals would force senuce cutbacks - and eurtailed service is contrary to the

public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt tules, procedures or policies discussed above. \
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| Receiven & nspecied

April 23,2008 APR 2 5 2008
EGC Mail Room

Docket # 04233

Secretary FCC

445 12" Street SW
Washington, DC 20554

ATTN: Chief Media Bureau

We are writing concerning the proposed FCC changes to Christian broadcasting stations.
You must not let these changes take place.

We listen to Air 1, K Love, and several other Christian radio and TV stations. We have
young children and it is the only broadcasting we will allow them to be exposed to. We -
want our childreri and future generations to continue to enjoy the positive and uplifting
atmosphere that these stations offer.

That is why we support these stations finanacially. WE pay for them to stay on the air,

NOT the government. People who don’t want to hear what these stations have to offer
can turn their dial to the nearest commercialized station that offers them and their :
children large doses of drug references, violent attitudes, and sexually explicit material.

There are many children out there that only listen to these things because their parents

allow them to. What if we made laws that didn’t allow sexually based music on the air,

or forced these radio stations to take public opinion polls to decide what songs they could

play, or what comments or jokes they could make? Well I guess Brittany, and Christina,

and Fity, and Pink, and Marilyn Manson, and all the musicians trying to sell sex and

wviolence would be very upset, and would probably take the matter to court and say it was -
.unconstitutio‘nal. : ‘

Tt is outrageous that the government allows all the crap that is on the airwaves and
stelevision stations now-a-days, but when someone actually tries to do something good,
they get punished.

PLEASE do not allow changes in FCC regulatlons to take away our children’s
opportunity to have positive and encouragmg messages broadcasted each day. After all
this young generation that we are raising will be our future leaders. What message d

you want to help form their young minds? Pleasure seeking self-indulgency?

Or responsibility, self-esteem, faith, love hope, and charity?
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RECEIVED & INSPECTED

-Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

'MB:D6cket No. 04-233 | APR 9 5 2008

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ru i
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. %WMﬂ'LROO;M

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vi6|ate First Améndment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their [
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own :
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First '
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscigntiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. ~

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

“4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be |
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal

review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of }
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings. '

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular :
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further i
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring |
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices. 5
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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RECEIVED & \NSPEGTEQ 1

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking .
MB Docket No. 04-233 APR 9 5 2008

{ submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the i
“NPRM’), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. Fcc-?\lim LROOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

) The FCC must nof force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice

of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and i
propasals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal ;
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of |
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. ‘

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MB Docket No. 04-233, Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking,

The Secretary RECEIVED & INSPECTED
Federal Communications Commission

445 12th Street, SW APR 2 5 2008
Washington, DC 20554

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau. FCC-MAILROGCM
Dear Secretary:

I would like to respectfully request that rule changes being considered by the FCC in MB
Docket No. 04-233 not be enacted.

My household cutrently listens to local Christian radio stations and primarily the national
Klove station. Through difficulties of being unable to have a child, losing our first
adopted child after six weeks back to his birthmother because of red tape and later going
through cancer with my husband, these stations have been my lifeline. I ask that you do
not endanger these stations for people like me who depend on these stations for the help
and encouragement we need.

I.understand these changes would require all radio stations to take advice from a local
advisory board. Though these would intentionally be representative of the local
population, I would ask why people of a different perspective would have to be in danger
of being denied a radio station. I believe this could very well happen if the station’s
renewal of their license is tied up or denied because they do not conform to their particular
guidelines.

Is it not freedom to allow stations that are listener supported, as Klove and one of our
local statlons is, to thrive or die due to people supporting it or not. Likewise a station

- yyith advert1seﬁ'ents is'naturally'regulated by people supporting the advertising businesses
or withdrawing support.

With strong convictions guiding these stations and the people that listen to them, I ask
that you do not remove our freedoms to hear what we believe in and not have to listen to
things contrary to our convictions.

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely,
4/7\/)% Wazb,m,ala/
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